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WELFARE REFORM BILL/Cut in Federal Welfare Administrators

SUBJECT: Family Self-Sufficiency Act of 1995 . . . H.R. 4. Glenn motion to table the Gramm modified amendment No.
2615 to the Dole modified perfecting amendment No. 2280 to the committee substitute amendment.

ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE FAILED, 49-49

SYNOPSIS: As reported with a committee substitute amendment, H.R. 4, the Family Self-Sufficiency Act of 1995, will
overhaul 6 of the Nation's 10 largest welfare programs.

The Dole modified perfecting amendment would strike the provisions of the committee substitute amendment and insert ir
thereof substitute provisions, entitled "The Work Opportunity Act of 1995."

The Gramm modified amendmentwould require the Department of Health and Human Services to reduce by 75 percent ti
number of full-time equivalent positions related to each direct spending program and each discretionary program that woul
converted into a block grant program under the Dole amendment. Further, the Department of Health and Human Services wo
required to determine the proportion of managerial overhead costs those programs currently account for at the Depamiment ar
to reduce by 75 percent the number of departmental management positions for those programs. Finally, the amendment
specifically require the elimination of 245 positions related to the Aid to Families with Dependent Children Program and
managerial positions at the Department.

Debate was limited by unanimous consent. Following debate, Senator Glenn moved to table the Gramm amendment. Gen
those favoring the motion to table opposed the amendment; those opposing the motion to table favored the amendment.

NOTE: The Senate subsequently agreed to the Gramm amendment (see vote No. 441).

Those favoringthe motion to table contended:

The Gramm amendment would make sense if block-granting welfare programs as proposed in the Dole amendment would r
Federal Government responsibilities. Unfortunately, the Dole amendment would actually increase the need for Federal emplc
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Currently, less than 1 percent of the staff administering these programs are found at the Federal level. The Dole amdddment wou
increase this percentage with its numerous new requirements for the Department of Health and Human Services. The Dole
amendment would order the Department to provide technical assistance to hundreds of Indian tribes, and to gather, catapile, eval
and disseminate data on a larger scale than it currently must. Current law imposes 5 data collection and evaluationsigheirement
Dole amendment would impose 16 such requirements. Given that the Dole amendment would actually increase responsibilities at
the Federal level it does not make any sense to reduce the number of Federal employees. We therefore urge our colteagues to joi
us in tabling the Gramm amendment.

Those opposinghe motion to table contended:

This bill will result in the Federal Government transferring control over welfare to the States. Most notably, it wilh tagult i
elimination of the Aid to Families with Dependent Children Program. What then, will happen to the bureaucrats who adeninister th
program? Common sense tells us that their jobs should be eliminated, but common sense is often in short supply in tlee Senate. W
imagine that any private business, and virtually every State or local government, would eliminate these jobs withouinghestion.
Senate though, many Members have palpitations at the thought of actually reducing the size of the Federal Government. Therefore
in proposing the Gramm amendment, we have not asked for the elimination of 100 percent of the positions for the proghams that w
be block-granted; instead, we have asked for the termination of only 75 percent of the bureaucrats running these saocto-be def
programs. Our colleagues are still not satisfied. In fact, they have argued that it will take more personnel, not less, rttmeoni
than to administer these programs. It could, but only if we let it. Given the opportunity, we have no doubt that the Department
Health and Human Services could devise ways to hire legions of bureaucrats to regulate the States in minute detailthdestroying
value of block-granting these programs. We oppose that result, and thus support the Gramm amendment.



